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COMMUNITY is a philosophy of social DEVELOPMENT 
change expressed in ways which differ as widely as Saul Alinsky's 
back-of-the-yards programs and Paolo Friere's program of social 
change through literacy education. It is a concept in social planning 
that grew in the early years of the Tennessee Valley Authority, a 
movement in U.S. social history originating with Baker Brownell's 
rescue of small Dakotan communities in the late 1920s.' As recently as 
1968, Irwin Sanders said, "Community development is still too young 
to justify any long-range predictions about its identity as a separate 
profession or its combination with some other field, such as public 
administration, agricultural extension, social work-to name but 
three."2 The roots of this emerging profession are still strong in a wide 
range of fields, any one of which could claim community development 
as its own-group dynamics, learning theory, political science, social 
philosophy, cultural change, and adult education. 
In 1943, Ralph Beals (later director of the New York Public Library) 
defined the public library's role in adult education as "infusing 
authentic information into the thinking and decision-making of the 
~ommuni ty ."~This is as concrete and librarian-like a definition of the 
public library's role in community development as we have been 
provided. It is, however, community development as a philosophy, as a 
method of social planning, and as an inspiring movement at local, 
regional and national levels that prompts public librarians to enact the 
strong, effective programs of "information infusion" that have impact 
on the thinking and decision-making of the community. 
Community development is oriented toward problem-solving, and 
thus breathes life into community study and purpose into community 
analysis. The problem-solving orientation provides a focus for data 
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gathering, a clear guideline to categorizing and critically analyzing the 
data, and an absolute measure of the right amount of data. The  
problem-solving orientation of community development resolves most 
of the difficulties which community study has posed for novice 
librarians, and it provides the perfect framework for public libraries to 
participate as strong leaders and unique contributors in the process of 
planned social change. A closer look at the problem-solving model for 
community development ~vill demonstrate this. 
T h e  problem-solving model in the framework of community 
development includes an action system-the group of people who act 
and interact together to analyze the problem, test the alternative 
solutions, make the decisions, and carry out the plan for solution of the 
problem. The  action system includes planners, change agents, experts, 
professional staffs, and the citizens who experience the problem, those 
who contribute to the problem, and those who give support to its 
s ~ l u t i o n . ~The problem-solving system, in its rich diversity of roles, 
prevents professional agency staff members f rom losing the  
"community problem" orientation and slipping into the sterility of an 
"agency problem" orientation. 
T h e  public librarian may play any of several roles in a 
community-wide action system: information specialist, catalyst change 
agent, interpreter of community need, channel to community 
resource, expert in planning and group process. The  action system is 
an ad hoc task-oriented structure, created specifically to deal with a 
particular problem, and the versatile librarian may exercise leadership 
and bring library resources and services to bear in a variety of ways. 
The  unique role of the librarian in the problem-solving model is that 
of information specia1ist.j The  problem-solving model moves from 
analysis of the problem to devising alternative solutions, each of which 
must be subjected to informed scrutiny and tested for feasibility and 
likely outcomes. Data, information and broad knowledge are required 
in this step, and the librarian has special resources to share. Because the 
scrutinizing of alternative solutions in the light of information is a 
taxing and often-avoided step in problem-solving, the librarian must 
possess both high credibility as an information source and sensitive 
knowledge of the individual orientations of members of the action 
system in order to present the information at the moment needed, in a 
form usable by each individual, and oriented toward the values and 
purposes evolving in a community analysisicommunity development 
structure. In short, if authentic information is truly to be infused into 
the thinking and decision-making of the community, the librarian must 
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be deeply involved in the community study process as well as skilled in 
timing, selection and interpretation of information. Community 
development accords the librarian this needed role and enables the 
development of the skills needed for the most effective use of 
information. 
As Sanders points out, community development can have a variety of 
focuses. The choice between an emphasis on process and one on 
product is basic. The focus on community process of the first years of 
the Community Action Programs can be contrasted with the focus on 
product taken by the Model Cities programs. The educated, the young, 
and the poor communities look to community development as a 
process which humanizes the establishment change processes. In 
India, for example, community development is process oriented and is 
regarded as the single most important method available to the 
government for coordinating social and economic planning to 
accomplish national goals.6 It is a method appropriated by all levels of 
society, and is distinguished by its noncoercive style. For the librarian 
whose social influence lies in knowledge and information expertise, the 
noncoercive process-oriented style of community development, which 
is open to a wide range of participants, provides an open door. 
The information component in community development may be 
viewed as a "source of generative power for moving a community 
toward a better condition," according to Howard McClusky. "Few 
decisions based solely on pressure,-rhetoric, or elevated blood 
pressures, are destined to last long unless they somehow correspond 
roughly to the facts ofthe situation as it really is."' Planning, comments 
William Lassey, provides the linking mechanism between knowledge 
and a c t i ~ n . ~  Information power, then, is put to work in the context of 
community development. 
Alan Hahn reported on the MID-NY (Mid-New York) Project, 
initiated to explore community development as a style for the 
cooperative extension program's greater effectiveness in urban 
areas.g The Metropolitan Development Association of Syracuse, with 
100 members representing 80 companies, worked with the five-county 
Central New York Regional Planning and Development Board to 
establish MID-NY. The  project's focus was on planning and 
coordination through "dissemination of information, concepts, ideas 
and timely news" by memos to professionals, radio and television 
communications to the general public, regional meetings and 
conferences, and program planning meetings with organizations and 
agencies. Stress was placed on "ad hoc coalitions of professional people 
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bringing special competencies in new combinations to new problems." 
The leadership role of the convener/coordinator/communicator is 
based on brokerage of ideas, contacts and information, with 
participation in planning that allows for accentuating the growth 
elements of the plan. This problem-oriented planning in the context of 
community development has focused on information as the key 
component. 
To  what extent have public libraries in the United States moved 
toward awareness of community development? Heightened sensitivity 
to special publics and to community analysis among librarians is a 
major element in preparing libraries for a community development 
approach. The currently spreading skills in planning prepare for its 
effectiveness, and the widely practiced outreach styles of service 
developed in the urban ghetto form microcosms of community 
development. Community study and community analysis have 
meaning in outreach services only when they are pursued in the 
context of open, flexible, highly interactive participation of the 
community. Shared goals, a common view of problems and objectives, 
and jointly established and conducted programs of investigation and 
resolution are essential to outreach and to community development. In 
short, during the 1960s public libraries moved much closer to the use of 
community development models. 
STUDY OF CURRENT PUBLIC LIBRARY PRACTICES IN 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
Given the key elements in community development-community 
analysis and community interaction-a brief study of current practice 
among a group of "community-aware" public libraries was undertaken 
for this article. Ninety-seven libraries and thirty-nine state library 
agencies were invited to participate; the final group consisted of 
sixty-eight public libraries and public library systems representing 
twenty-five states with a range in size and degree of urbanization in the 
communities served. Selection of a group of ninety-seven public 
libraries was made from libraries known to be community-aware: 
sixteen public library systems involved in the Library Independent 
Study and Guidance Project (1972-7.5); five public libraries in the 
U.S.O.E. experimental Information and Referral Project (1972-75); 
eighteen public libraries involved in the University of Wisconsin 1969 
outreach study; twenty public libraries recommended by the ALA 
Office of Services to the Disadvantaged; and seventy-three libraries 
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represented in Library Literature, 1970-74, with descriptive or  
evaluative reports entered under "Public libraries-services to adults1 
illiterateslmigrants/minoritieslprisonslsenior citizens," "Surveys- 
public libraries," or "Use studies." When duplication of libraries was 
removed, ninety-seven libraries had been identified for the present 
survey; responses were received from thirty-eight (39 percent). In 
addition, state library extension agencies were included in the mailing 
of questionnaires and were asked to circulate the forms wherever they 
felt they were most appropriate. Eight state agencies did this, and thirty 
libraries replied in response to their requests, most representing 
smaller communities than those in the original sample. The responses 
here include those from the sixty-eight community-aware libraries, 56 
percent ofthem from the original sample and 44 percent from libraries 
chosen by eight state agencies as appropriate to the study. 
The objective of the study was to build a profile of values, emphases, 
practices and understandings among a group of community-aware 
libraries in the area of community development, particularized as 
community analysis and as interaction with community groups, 
organizations and agencies. 
A 1967 ALA publication, Minimum Standards for Public Library 
Systems, identified three means by which the community library 
becomes an integral part of the population it serves: (1)continuous or 
periodic study of the community, (2) participation of librarians in the 
life of the community, and (3) correlation of library programs with 
those of other community organizations.1° The responding public 
libraries were asked to indicate the degree of emphasis which they 
placed on each of the three approaches. Of the sixty-eight libraries 
returning the questionnaire, only four (5 percent) indicated little 
emphasis (1 or 2 on a scale of 5) on all three of these ways of library 
involvement in the community, while fifteen (22 percent) indicated 
high emphasis (4 or 5 on a scale of 5) on all three approaches. Fifty-nine 
libraries (87 percent) reported high emphasis on at least one of these 
three means of library involvement in the community, with forty-seven 
libraries (69 percent) reporting a high emphasis on two approaches 
(see Table 1). These data in no way identify norms for public libraries, 
but they do describe the group of libraries sensitive to community 
needs and responding to the questionnaire, and offer a background 
for interpreting other responses. 
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TABLE 1 

Number of Libraries 
Style of Involvement 
Low Emphasis 
N A 1  2 
High Emphasis 
3 4 5 
Community Study 
Participation in life of 
the community 
Correlation of library 
programs with those of 
other organizations 
One perspective emerging from the response of these sixty-eight 
community-aware public libraries is that greater emphasis is placed by 
the libraries on involvement with the community than on formal study 
of the community. While most libraries sustained a concern for formal 
community study, a few rejected it flatly as "sterile," and many 
indicated that studies were conducted "informally." The preference 
clearly is for interactive participation as a basis for understanding of 
and integration with the community. 
STAFF TRAINING AND TRAINING NEEDS 
On the whole, the reporting group of public libraries indicated an 
active in-service training program in areas of community involvement. 
For professional librarians, emphasis has been placed on skills in 
community contacts, community study, and human relations, with 
one-half or more of the libraries reporting such training programs. 
About one-third of the reporting libraries have provided 
paraprofessionals with training in human relations and community 
contacts (see Table 2).Sensitivity to skills needed in areas of community 
study and community development is clear in more than one-half of 
the reporting libraries, with human relations a significant area for a 
-
sizable minority. 
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TABLE 2 
Number and Percent of Libraries Reporting 
Programs for Training Programs for Training 
Areas Professional Librarians Paraprofessionals 
Provided Needed Provided Needed 
Community contacts 4 1 60% 34% 22 32% 29% 
Community study 35 51 50 14 20 30 
Human relations 34 50 44 24 35 43 
Group process 2 5 36 40 15 22 38 
Community development 19 28 50 12 18 29 
-
None of these sixty-eight community-aware public libraries reported 
both total lack of training and total lack of need for training. The 
smallest public libraries, whether suburban or rural, expressed the 
necessity for reliance on professional conferences or other outside 
sources for training. Even the largest libraries with regular staff 
education programs identified additional training sources in the city or 
county government, or in nearby educational institutions. 
Mary Burgarella, Massachusetts director for Library Services and 
Construction Act (LSCA) projects, commented that LSCA 
projects have led librarians to establish new and productive 
relationships with other community agencies, and to seek new skills in 
community service and outreach. The Illinois State Library, in 
cooperation with the Illinois Library Association, has conducted a 
series of three annual regional workshops (1973-75) on community 
study, with the objective of implementing state standards to meet local 
needs. The theme of the 1974 workshop was "Analyzing Your 
Community," and led directly into the identification of problems and 
the development of library services.ll 
A year-long staff institute on "Developing Awareness of Community 
Resources" was sponsored by the Bridgeport (Connecticut) Public 
Library,June 1973-.\uly 1974, under the direction of Elizabeth Long. It 
stressed understanding special publics, communication skills and video 
skills, and toured Brideport to understand governmental and other 
agencies. These were seen as essential elements of effective community 
services, and the collaboration of twenty local agencies in the training 
program strengthened their readiness to work with the public library 
in other shared services.12 The Monroe County (New York) Public 
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Library System reported that its staff was trained in collaboration with 
staffs of other agencies. The Akron (Ohio) Public Library's project of 
human relations training for staff of social agencies is a comparable 
collaborative program. 
The lack of attention to community development in past training 
programs was not discussed in any way, but the significantly larger 
proportion of libraries stating needs in this area may reflect current 
awareness and interest. 
APPROACHES TO LIBRARY COLLABORATION WITH COMMUNITY AGENCIES 
AND GROUPS 
Collaboration by public librarians with community agencies, 
organizations, and other groups in joint activity--quite distinct from 
public library services to such groups-is a mark of the extent of a 
public library's community involvement. Responding to a range of 
seven types of such collaboration, the community-aware libraries in the 
survey showed a high degree of community involvement. Only one 
library reported a single form of such collaboration, while ten reported 
and documented involvement in all seven forms; the median number 
of forms for library involvement was four (see Table 3). These 
collaborative ventures were undertaken within the 1970-75 period, but 
a number of them were initiated prior to 1970 and sustained into this 
period (see Table 4). 
TABLE 3 
VARIETY STYLES COMMUNITY AND GROUPSOF COLLABORATIVE WITH AGENCIES 
Number of Forms of Collaboration 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 +  
Number of Public Libraries 1 12 13 13 1 1  8 5 5 
TABLE 4 

TIMEOF INITIATIONOF COLLABORATIVE WITH COMMUNITY AND
PROGRAMS GROUPS 
AGENCIES 
No. of 
Library Programs Percentage 
Programs started in 1969 or earlier 32 9 
Programs started in 1970- 1972 119 33 
Programs started in 1973-1975 209 58 
Total 
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The fact that thirty-two programs begun in the mid- to late 1960s 
continued into the 1970s may be an indication of satisfaction of both 
the library and the collaborating groups. The large number of such 
programs initiated within the last three years suggests two possibilities: 
(1) an increasing intensity of library-community collaboration, or (2) 
the brief duration and regular replacement of most collaborative 
projects. The assumption of a task-oriented ad hoc basis for such 
collaboration is reasonable, and deeper study of this factor would be 
valuable. 
There is clearly a current emphasis on collaborative planning of 
community programs, on joint sponsorship of services, and 
particularly on collaboration for information and referral services, 
with more than 70 percent of the reporting community-aware libraries 
engaged in these forms of collaboration. Model Cities, Community 
Action Programs, Administration on Aging, and LSCA projects were 
mentioned regularly enough to be considered major sources of 
support for the public libraries' intensive community collaboration in 
joint service programs. Significantly, however, fewer libraries reported 
collaboration in analysis of community problems (44 percent) or 
conference on information needs (35 percent) (see Table 5). 
TABLE 5 
Number Percentage 
Planning community programs 58 85 
Joint sponsorship of services 56 82 
Information and referral services 49 72 
Conducting community surveys 40 59 
Library service placed in 
multiagency center 
Analysis of community problems 
Conference on information needs 
N=68 
Thirty public libraries (44 percent) reported additional methods of 
collaboration; some cooperation focused community effort toward 
library needs: (1)collaborative neighborhoodllibrary surveys of library 
use, (2) establishment of a council of seventy-five library-interested 
Philadelphia community organizations (a "friends" group joining in 
"common cause") to support the Free Library in its case before the city 
council and the citizens, and (3) collaborative planning of library 
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branches and services (New7 Orleans's Jericho Project and Philadel- 
phia's Student Library Resource Requirements Project). Another 
collaborative approach focused on the librarian's function in analysis of 
community problems: (1) cooperation with juvenile court, (2) library 
service on agency boards and interagency committees, (3) work as 
chairperson of a neighborhood committee to secure city council action 
in support of services to senior citizens, to children, and in resolution of 
some difficult neighborhood problems. 
A third collaborative approach was an intensified "joint sponsorship 
of services" and focused on: (1) placement of library service into other 
agency locations with intensive participation of the other agencies in 
planning, staffing, and policy-making (Dallas Public Library's early 
childhood development workshop for planning jointly sponsored 
service; library service in housing for the elderly; Chicago Public 
Library's reading and study centers in low-income housing projects), 
and (2)  a comprehensive outreach program with a variety of  
collaborating agencies on a community-wide basis. For example, the 
Fairbanks, Alaska, North Star Borough Library's ARC (Alaska's 
Resources Challenge) program has organized five intensively 
interactive agencies and some twenty "associative agencies" into a 
"social change" unit that attacks poverty on a people-for-people basis 
by providing information services to special publics through carefully 
selected and trained paraprofessional staff. A fourth collaborative style 
centered on bringing people together in a community-building 
framework: (1) community groups and agencies have weekly public 
meetings in the central library and branches; (2) a People-to-People 
Index, developed in Hennepin County, Minnesota, channels inquirers 
through the library to resource persons in the community, envisioning 
a highly interactive involvement on a sustained basis with the expertise 
in the community. Groton, Connecticut, has a similar project, and 
Dallas Public Library's Community Information Access Tool includes 
people as well as organizations with the goal of high interactive 
flexibility in use. 
It is clear, however, that the sixty-eight community-aware public 
libraries found planning and sponsoring joint programs for the 
community the standard method of collaborative effort. Information 
and referral services, although new, fall easily into this pattern and 
have relatively widespread adoption among this group of libraries. 
There is a clear distinction made between collaborative involvement in 
community surveys and analysis of community problems by this group 
of libraries as a whole, with 25 percent of those involved in surveys not 
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reporting involvement in collaborative analysis of community 
problems. Further, the conference on information needs of the 
community is clearly a new style of collaborative program, with about 
one-third of these sixty-eight community-aware libraries consciously 
using it as a method of community study. 
ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION OF COLLABORATIVE PROGRAMS 
Each responding public library surveyed was asked to identify both 
its most successful and its most innovative program of collaboration 
with community groups and agencies, and to distinguish the initiator 
and the key factors in success for each. This question assumed that 
innovation is a rough road and not always successful, and that 
successful programs may be quite traditional. 
Library staff were solely responsible for initiating 37 percent of the 
"most successful" collaborative programs, and library administrators 
for 27 percent. Staff and administrators, separately or together, were 
seen as responsible for initiating 77 percent of the successful programs. 
Community groups were reported as sharing the initiation of 14 
percent of such programs. Library board members were involved in 
only 2 percent of such initiation. 
Library staff were solely responsible for initiating 31 percent of the 
"most innovative" collaborative programs, and library administrators 
for only 28 percent. Staff and administrators, separately or together, 
were seen as responsible for initiating 65 percent of the "innovative" 
programs. Community groups were involved in the initiation of 29 
percent of the most innovative programs, and library board members 
were involved in initiation of 10 percent of the innovative programs. 
The fact that the lay board and community groups and agencies 
initiated more "most innovative" programs than "most successful" ones 
is not surprising but is nevertheless significant. Further study of the 
initiation of library and related collaborative ventures could profitably 
be undertaken in the context of a study of social change and 
institutional innovation. 
Claire Lipsman's six factors for successful service to disadvantaged 
publics13 were used as a list from which the sixty-eight 
community-aware libraries were asked to identify factors they judged 
to be key to the success of their "most successful" and "most innovative" 
programs (see Table 6). 
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TABLE 6 

Lipsman's "Most Successful" (N=68)/"hfost Innotative" (N=59) 
Key Factors Kumber Percent Rank Order Number Percent Rank Order 
Good planning 48 71 1 41 69 1 
Staff skills 32 47 4 27 46 4 
Community involvement 34  50  2 .5  34 58 2 
Project autonomy 11 16 6 9 15 6 
Quality of materials 17 25 5 14 24 5 
Project visibil~tl in 
conlmunitv 
There is no significant difference in the ordering of elements key to 
successful collaborative programs between "most successful" and 
"most innovative," nith the single exception of the slight shift to give 
community involvement a higher rank and a more sizable percentage 
for the most innovative programs. Variations in judgment by 
individual libraries were greater than in the group judgment between 
the tuTo categories of collaborative programs. Of the thirty-four who 
identified community involvement as a factor in a successful program, 
twenty-nine saw need for training in community development. 
The  high rank consistently given project visibility in the community 
seemed a composite of the more traditional public relationslpublicity 
orientation and the current concepts of people involvement/impact 
measurement. 
It is especially interesting that project autonomy ranked lowest in 
mention, possibly because it was rarely applicable to the projects. For 
several who responded, project autonomy clearly was an important 
element in success; the conditions under which autonomy is of key 
importance need to be studied. T h e  most innovative outreach 
programs have needed freedom from control by traditional policy. 
The  "quality of materials." on the other hand, received not only low 
rank but almost no comment; the community auareness of those 
reporting seldom extended to the exact match between user need and 
information resource, at least in gauging the success of a collaborative 
program. Only one respondent urgently identified this area as the 
weakest, because the quality of materials needed was not available. 
Lipsman did not develop a rank order for these factors, and rank 
ordering here is used only as a method of summarizing the factors 
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which were most visible to the aggregate group of the sixty-eight 
libraries surveyed. Only three ofthe libraries in this study reported that 
all six factors related to the success of their programs. Lipsman's 
concept of the six factors is that all relate to the success of any program. 
Further testing of these key factors in different contexts and for their 
interrelationships would be useful. 
A final survey question asked: "What problems did you meet in 
developing your 'most innovative' interaction with the community?" 
Most responses were in terms of problems met in developing or 
sustaining the program: staff time, funding continuations, securing 
and training volunteers, lack of technical skills in survey or advocacy, 
planning and goal setting. A few responded in terms of difficulty in 
breaking the barriers of the established image of the library in 
community agencies and within the community generally; others 
mentioned problems of introducing staff and administration to new 
methods and new services, and in securing cooperation from those 
resistant to change. Some saw the chief difficulty as that of 
communicating the value of the new service to those for whom the 
service was intended, or of involving the nonuser. 
Problems of the collaborative aspect of planning, coordinating and 
staffing programs were closely examined. Eleven of the sixty-eight 
respondents identified problems of developing coordination between 
participating agencies, community organizations, community persons 
and the library; of definition of responsibilities; of elimination of 
overlapping activities, etc. Kathlyn Adams of the Monroe County 
(Rochester, New York) Library System pointed to the problems of 
determining identity, "turf," and visibility for the library among the 
group of community agencies. 
According to Graham Sadler of the Denver Public Library, library 
administrative style must change because of its lack of tight control. 
The meeting of deadlines is difficult when a variety of community 
people and agency staff control the pace of planning and carrying out 
the plans. Changes in representatives from some groups slows the 
process of decision-making and  program development. One 
Connecticut librarian pointed out that the free and interactive human 
relations and group-process aspects of highly collaborative efforts with 
the community are departures from traditional administrative styles, 
and some library administrators find it difficult to build on the linkages 
established by special outreach staff. 
Marie Davis of the Free Library of Philadelphia detailed the 
fundamental problem of "relating community need and action 
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orientation to the established procedures of a library administration 
which must comply with the bureaucratic controls exercised by the 
municipal authorities." Among the various aspects of this "highly 
complex and interesting issue," Davis sees the problem of the library as 
one of developing a working basis and a reservoir of goodwill among 
community groups and agencies whose motives may stem from quite 
different concepts and needs. Furthermore, she cites the library's 
problem of synchronizing political action by community groups with 
library administrative activities in budget hearings and "accountability 
exercises" for many of the same public officials. The establishment, to 
mutual satisfaction, of appropriate roles for library administration, 
board of trustees and community spokesmen is no simple matter. Davis 
sees this area as one worthy of a study of considerable depth. 
IMPORT OF THE FINDINGS 
Because the concept of community development does not convey a 
precise meaning, the two-page questionnaire from which these 
findings were structured avoided the use of the term community 
development except as an area in which staff training might be needed. 
Instead, the inquiry relied on identifying the elements of community 
study, interactive planning, and community involvement essential to 
the community development function. Those responding libraries 
which found it possible to relate their functions to this structure 
demonstrated, on the whole, a critical awareness of the elements and 
their function in planning library services. The  public library 
experience of the past twenty years has built the elements of 
community analysis and collaborative planning to a level well beyond 
that identified by Helen Lyman Smith in her 1954 national survey.I4 
Community study in the early 1950s was seldom undertaken and little 
valued, and forms of collaborative planning and sponsorship of 
programs were, with rare exceptions, simple and usually limited to 
cooperation with a single type of agency for any one project. 
While the use of community study and collaborative planning is now 
almost universal for the group of community-aware libraries studied, 
only about one-half as many libraries reported engaging in the analysis 
of community problems, and even fewer have conferred on 
information needs. Nevertheless, a substantial minority of the 
libraries-more than one-third-reported and documented such 
activities. 
This brief questionnaire made no attempt to probe the complicated 
process of library involvement in community development beyond 
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these elements, but a number of the replies and attached reports made 
clear that some of these community-aware libraries were indeed so 
involved. A study similar to Lipsman's study of service to the 
disadvantaged might well be undertaken to analyze the structure, 
process and effectiveness of such public library participation in 
community development. 
EMERGING MODELS OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
The purpose of community analysis and community study is the 
identification of community problems and of the resources to resolve 
them, the assignment of priorities among them, and the development 
of a plan of action. Community development as a mode of community 
analysis is distinctive in its combination of community study and 
community action, in its quality of community involvement at the core 
of its operation, and in its optimism that the model will enable sound 
problem identification and problem solution. Penland and Williams 
have a reasonably multidimensional presentation of the application of 
this community development model to conimunity library services.15 
Drawing on basic concepts in management, social change, group 
process and communications fields, they offer an enlightening context 
for library service. 
Roland Warren and others studied the present structure of 
community decision organizations (CDOs), the key organizations by 
whose decisions most community problem-solving is currently 
attempted.16 They analyzed six CDOs in each of nine cities in the 
United States in the context of their function in the Model Cities 
Program, a program encompassing many of the components and goals 
of community development. This report sheds light on a number of 
problems reported by public librarians: questions of turf, methods and 
effectiveness of coordination, resistances to change, preferences for 
system-maintenance above problem-solving. The report concludes 
that the nonpolitical, collaborative process of community change and 
development is rendered ineffective by the styles of interaction among 
the CDOs, whose consistent pattern is to "prevent, blunt, and repel" the 
challenges to their system inherent in new programs, new agencies, 
and new structures for collaboration. 
Biddle and Biddle, in their classic exposition of the community 
development process, drew their experiences either from the less 
structured rural communities where the CDOs do not form the 
monolithic interorganizational field so characteristic in the large cities, 
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or  from the smaller urban neighborhoods where community 
development can function relatively undisturbed between the chinks 
ofthe CDO structure. In either case, Biddle and Biddle put the highest 
value on the pocess  of community development as enabling people to 
be activated in their own behalf, and placed somewhat less emphasis on 
the measures of material improvements achieved by the process.17 
The orientations and contexts of the classic community development 
model are highly congenial to many community services librarians who 
have evolved such structures as the basic vehicles for projecting library 
services into the community. Library administrators, working in the 
context of the major CDOs, have been somewhat less committed to this 
context for community development, either for analysis of community 
problems or for structuring the library's collaboration with the 
community. Disenchantment with the CDO interorganizational 
function, so well analyzed by Warren, has brought some library 
administrative support to the community-process focused model for 
community development as perhaps the only alternative. 
In a sense, the macrocommunity framework of the CDO structure is 
a necessary level on which to analyze community problems; although 
the benefits of the Biddle and Biddle micromodel in the area of process 
are clear, its limitations in achieving long-term solutions to complicated 
problems are obvious. As change agents, Paolo Friere and, in a final 
sense, even Saul Alinsky left the resolution of the problems in the 
hands ofthe people whom they had helped to empower. But the public 
library, as a responsible agency and as a change agent, thinks in terms 
of achieving results-or at least of contributing to the achievement of 
measurable results. 
So the dilemma of restructuring the community to enable true 
change and problem-solving is recognized. Without such restructure, 
say Alinsky, Friere, Warren, and a multitude of others, problem 
identification and community analysis dabble in solutions and achieve 
only palliative results. The lack of real solutions does not diminish the 
need for the enfranchised individual who is the product of the classic 
community development model; rather, he or she becomes more 
essential to social change. However, community development as a 
process must be viewed as an important tool in the task of community 
problem analysis and problem-solving. 
One is uneasy with the lack of resolution to the need for viable 
methods of dealing with the important problems identified by 
community study and analysis. While the provision of information 
plays a significant role in understanding problems and is essential to 
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devising ways of dealing with the human dilemmas posed by significant 
social problems, and while the community development process 
spreads that understanding widely to encourage talented leadership to 
address the problems, the basic problems have remained unresolved. 
John Friedmann, a specialist in urban planning, has addressed 
himself directly to this dilemma in a sophisticated analysis, Retracking 
America: A Theory of Transactive Planning.18 With international 
experience, Friedmann analyzes styles of solving human problems on 
the macro-level related to the micro-level of human experience. He 
offers a community development model on a large scale, recognizing 
the enormous complexities of linking the two levels, and outlines the 
changes in social orientation required for a satisfactory 
planninglproblem-solving process in our complex society. Learning, 
knowledge, and information as products and as processes are essential 
to his model. "Transactive planning changes knowledge into action 
through an unbroken sequence of interpersonal relation^,"'^ and is 
carried out in the context of a learning society. 
In a very real sense, the public library collaborative projects, with a 
high degree of community involvement working toward the solution of 
community problems, are the prototype of Friedmann's proposal at 
the local level. Scattered public libraries have seen the importance of 
projecting the information service into activated, concerned groups of 
problem-solving people in order to achieve the "information infusion" 
that is the major thrust of the public library in problem-solving and 
social change. Community development creates or supports those 
activated, concerned groups of problem-solving people, without whom 
information infusion cannot take place.20 
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